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WELFARE REFORM RECONCILIATION/Work Participation Penalties

SUBJECT: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 . . . S. 1956. Santorum motion to table the
Graham amendment No. 4952.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 56-43
SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1956, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996, will enact major welfa

reforms. The Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program will be replaced with a new Temporar
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant to the States. The TANF block grant will be capped through 2001. Time lin
will be placed on individuals receiving TANF benefits. Overall, the growth in non-Medicaid welfare spending will be slo®&ed to £
percent annually. The bill originally included major Medicaid reforms, but most of those provisions were stricken whemase bill
reported. Without those Medicaid reforms, welfare spending will still be reduced by $61.4 billion over 6 years.

The Graham amendmentwould strike the section that will require a 5-percent reduction in a State's TANF block grant if the
State fails for 2 consecutive years to meet its work participation requirement, and will require an additional 5-pergefdrpenalt
each subsequent year a State fails to meet its work participation requirement, up to a maximum penalty of 25 percedinst(For th
year that a State fails to meet its work participation requirement a penalty of up to 5 percent will be imposed. A paeraityewill
imposed on a State if the Federal Government determines that it had a reasonable cause for failing to meet its worknparticiy
requirement. States will have to have 25 percent of their welfare caseloads engaged in work beginning in FY 1997, ing@easing
percent in FY 2002.)

Following debate, Senator Santorum moved to table the Graham amendment. Generally, those favoring the motion to
opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

Traditionally, the Federal Government focuses on process instead of results. It imposes tremendous amounts of regulatior
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paperwork requirements for States to follow when running Federal programs, but it does not demand success. This lil is differe

It will strip away the Federal mandates, give the States the money, tell them what they are expected to accomplishwand then re

or punish them based on the results. In a nutshell, the Federal Government expects States to get people off of welfabsand into
States that do well will get bonuses, but offering bonuses is not enough. Punishments must also be imposed for fadiogi¢o get p

into the work force. Without such punishments, some States may decide not to go to the trouble and expense of preparing welfare
recipients for work and helping them find jobs. The provision that the Graham amendment would strike will provide for eumulativ
5-percent penalties for States that fail to meet the minimum work participation requirements that are in the bill. Cuemaliase p

are necessary because otherwise some States may just decide to take a 5-percent reduction in their grants and do mothing. We ar
confident that no State is going to simply accept a 25-percent reduction, which is the maximum that will be allowed. By making
penalties cumulative, we can be sure that every State will make a good-faith effort to get their welfare recipients iktdéottoe wo

If a State has a reasonable cause for failing to meet its requirement, a penalty will not be imposed, but it is goirgnakave t

the effort. We favor making penalties cumulative, and thus support the motion to table the Graham amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table the Graham amendment contended:

We have four reasons for supporting the Graham amendment. First, the language that it would strike is unclear. Weiare not certa
if that language will eventually be interpreted as calling for a 5-percent penalty each year or cumulative penalties. a&ielhave h
different interpretations. Second, it is inflexible. The language last year gave the Secretary of Health and Human Siéilifiges fle
by allowing the imposition of penalties of "up to" 5 percent. This bill requires a 5-percent penalty. Third, this peradiseid bp
the National Conference of State Legislatures. The Conference points out that States want to succeed in reforming welfare and a
going to try, so there is no need to impose penalties. Further, they reason that if a States' efforts are failingnthth&tsshbiuld
be done is to cut their funding, which will make further failure all the more likely. Fourth, imposing penalties is Urdai Btates
that will receive a small amount of funding under the inequitable block grant formula. That formula is going to providatssme St
with so little money that they will be guaranteed to fail to meet the work participation requirements. When they faig infélr
to penalize them. We find these reasons for supporting the Graham amendment to be compelling, and thus urge our colleagues to
oppose the motion to table.



